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Abstract 
The main purpose of this study, at formation of entrepreneurship culture at SMEs, is to determine the factors which effect 
entrepreneurship culture and characteristics of entrepreneurs and also the factors which are effective at entrepreneurs’ decisions to 
establish an enterprise. For this purpose, a survey was conducted among 150 SME entrepreneurs who are members of Konya 
Chamber of Industry. As a result of the study, it is concluded that a male-dominant culture exists at SMEs and although 
entrepreneurs’ family structures vary with respect to education and experience, the entrepreneurs’ level of education is not a 
significant variable. 
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1.Introduction 
 
Entrepreneurship culture has an important role at development and spread of entrepreneurship. Societies who have 
entrepreneurship culture become very successful at entrepreneurship. In order have entrepreneurs with certain features 
in a country, entrepreneurship culture should be formed (Cabar, 2006: 18). Entrepreneurs contribute to development 
level of a society. Therefore, societies’ cultural values should be supporting entrepreneurship (Demirel, 2003: 1). 
Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) will be supported by supporting entrepreneurship culture (Gül and Çakır, 
2010: 121).     
  
In this study, factors which are needed for formation of entrepreneurship culture, entrepreneurs’ reasons for starting 
a business and their interactions with entrepreneurship culture are analyzed. For those purposes, the concepts of 
entrepreneur, entrepreneurship, entrepreneurship culture, features of entrepreneurs and reasons for entrepreneurship 
are also analyzed. 
 
2. Entrepreneur, the Concept of Entrepreneurship and Its Scope 
 
In our globalized world markets’ highly intense competition structure, countries with advanced entrepreneurship 
features are having advantages at international trade and national development. Therefore, comprehension of 
entrepreneurship becomes much more important. In the literature there are various definitions for entrepreneurs and 
entrepreneurships (Öktem, et.al., 2007: 50). Schumpeter defines the entrepreneur as the person who puts forward new 
combinations to achieve new products, markets, processes, organizational structures or supply chains (Aldemir, 2011: 
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11). Entrepreneurship is defined by Schumpeter as the process where markets are continuously developed through 
innovation and recombination of resources, maximizing benefits of technological advancements and focusing on 
innovation (Göçmen, 2007: 5). According to Vesper, entrepreneurship means establishing new and independent 
enterprises (Mueller ve Thomas, 2001: 4). In a different way, entrepreneurship can be defined as the organization 
ability and risk taking talent aimed at benefiting from new opportunities or creating new opportunities by producing 
new products or services (Erdoğmuş, 2007: 21). 
 
Studies on entrepreneurship mostly associate entrepreneurs’ success with their behavior patterns or personal 
characteristics. In order to be a successful entrepreneur, in addition to important features like risk taking, tolerance to 
uncertainties, independence tendency, need for success, some basic personal features like innovation, creativity, self 
commitment, flexibility, leadership, ambition and self-confidence should also exist (Başar, et.al., 2013:5). Apart from 
all those features, being a successful entrepreneur requires having information and experience on the sector. Marketing 
skills, communication and management talents can also be mentioned among those features (Aykan, 2002: 28). 
 
Spirit of entrepreneurship may exist genetically but factors like family, education, income level, social structure, 
economy play important roles at improvement of this spirit and decisions (Erbatu, 2008: 14). In short, 
entrepreneurship activities have inseparable relations with social-cultural environment. As stated by Bygrave-Minniti, 
the social-cultural environment directly affects entrepreneurs’ attitudes. Hence, entrepreneurship may exist in different 
forms at different cultures and it may have different features across countries and regions (Aytaç and İlhan, 2007: 
110). Motivation for entrepreneurship is a highly debated topic. For classical economists, maximizing benefits is the 
main motivation for entrepreneurship. Reasons of entrepreneurship can be listed as inheritance-desire to sustain family 
tradition, desire to have high income, increasing economic status, acquiring social status and desire for independence 
(Bozkurt, 2011: 16). 
 
Entrepreneurs support the economy by establishing new enterprises. Entrepreneurs’ also play a vital role at SMEs 
and strong SMEs cannot be established without entrepreneurs (OECD, 2005: 22). By the year 1999, in Turkey 98.8 % 
of the enterprises were SMEs and SMEs were providing 45.6 % of employment (Öktem and et.al., 2007: 52). As a 
result of entrepreneurs’ investments, employment and income level enhance, individuals’ and society’s welfare level 
increase (Börü, 2006: 5). 
 
3. Definition and Scope of Entrepreneurship Culture  
 
Many authors argue that entrepreneurship and culture are closely related to each other (Erdem, 2001: 48). Culture is 
the common features of people in group and it is transmitted from generation to generation. People behave in 
accordance with the cultural values and they interact with the culture of a society (Cabar, 2006: 16). Culture includes 
the motivation which starts and mobilizes entrepreneurship (Aytaç ve İlhan, 2007: 107). Entrepreneurship culture can 
be defined in various ways. According to Maltese philosopher Bono, the best statement for defining entrepreneurship 
culture is ‘the passion to realize something’ (Göçmen, 2007: 22). In another definition, entrepreneurship culture can be 
defined as the culture which motivates people to establish enterprises.  
 
Entrepreneurs form the dynamic part of a society and they are under the influence of certain moral values which 
form the culture in a society (Emre, 2007: 87). Those moral values are environmental factors and they play important 
role in shaping people’s standards of judgment. Therefore, environmental factors influence entrepreneurs’ behaviors 
and culture (Şimşek and et.al., 2011: 53). In addition to those factors, many studies show that people are highly 
affected from the education and ethic rules they receive and that influence last throughout people’s lives. Structure of 
the family, number of siblings, income level, social status and kinship relations play important role in formation of 
entrepreneurship culture (Kayış, 2010: 24). Studies show that people are primarily influenced from family members as 
role models (Naktiyok and Timuroğlu, 2009:92). Family may have encouraging, limiting or restraining influence on 
entrepreneurs (Karagöz, 2009: 29). People from high income families might be supported financially by their families 
in early stages of entrepreneurship and that opportunity encourages people’s entrepreneurship tendencies (Naktiyok ve 
Timuroğlu, 2009:92). On the contrary, entrepreneurship tendencies of people from low income families are 
discouraged (Karagöz, 2009: 29). Apart from those factors, in some traditional, patriarchal family/society structures 
parents’ tight control and obedience culture are dominant. Within those structures features related to entrepreneurship 
do not come forward (Aytaç ve İlhan, 2007: 108). 
494   Levent Duman et al. /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  207 ( 2015 )  492 – 501 
 
There are many other factors which influence entrepreneurship culture. Education is one of those factors. Education 
provided at schools may encourage or discourage people’s entrepreneurship features (Durak, 2011: 196). Gender is 
another factor which influences entrepreneurship culture. Masculine cultures are more effective at formation of 
entrepreneurship personality (Hofstede, l980: 48-49). Apart from those factors, political factors and technological 
advancements also play a role at formation of entrepreneurship culture (Cabar, 2006: 43; Kuvan, 2007: 141). 
Entrepreneurship can develop easily where legal regulations, economic policies and bureaucratic mechanisms 
encourage entrepreneurship (Özdemir and Mazgal, 2012: 94). In Turkey various direct and indirect incentives are 
provided by private and public organizations to develop and spread entrepreneurship culture (Yıldız, 2013: 383). 
 
The most import element of entrepreneurship spirit is the entrepreneurs’ desire to work independently and establish 
their own enterprises. Therefore, SMEs have a high ratio in total number of enterprises (Saylan, 2011: 85). In Turkey, 
in order to protect the current potential, barriers in front of entrepreneurs should be eliminated and entrepreneurship 
should be encouraged. Hence, SMEs should be supported and encouraged (Çelik and Akgemci, 2013: 64-65). 
 
4. The Method 
4.1. Research Objective, Scope and Limitations 
The main purpose of this study, at formation of entrepreneurship culture at SMEs, is to determine the factors which 
effect entrepreneurship culture and characteristics of entrepreneurs and also the factors which are effective at 
entrepreneurs’ decisions to establish an enterprise.  
 
The population of the research is the entrepreneurs who do business in Konya city center and the research sample is 
composed of 150 SMEs owners registered to Konya Chamber of Industry. In general, based on the study which 
includes 150 entrepreneurs from the determined population, no definite result has been achieved. 
 
4.2. Data Collection Method and Means 
Surveys were used for the study and they were all conducted in 2013. The survey forms were distributed to 180 
entrepreneurs which were selected based on random sampling and 150 of those survey forms were answered. 
Information like entrepreneur’s age, education level, family structure, method of acquisition of capital, experience at 
the sector were included. Questions related to entrepreneurs’ features were taken from Uğur Saylan’s (2011) study and 
factors behind starting an enterprise were taken from Hasan Cabar’s (2006) study. Those studies were chosen due to 
their high reliabilities. At both sections of the survey, statements at 5 point Likert scale were included and they ranked 
as 1. Certainly disagree …... 5. Certainly agree.  
 
At statistical analysis of the study SPSS 15 package software was uses. Kolmogorov Smirnow test was used to see 
whether the data is normally distributed or not and since it was observed that the data was not normally distributed, 
nonparametric tests were used. Kruskal-Wallis Test and Mann-Whitney Test were used for the frequency and defining 
statistics of the study. In addition, for the relation between points, Pearson correlation test was carried out. 
 
5. Findings 
5.1. Realibility Analysis of the Factors 
As it is indicated in the table below, Cronbach Alpha values of factors measuring entrepreneurs’ personal features 
are self-confidence 0.860, need for success 0.730, risk-taking 0.751, tolerance to uncertainty 0.807, focus of control 
0.848 and innovation 0.718. Cronbach Alpha values of factors motivating for entrepreneurship are incentive of being 
independent and respected 0.743, family and community support 0.769, education and experience 0.750 and the desire 
to serve the country 0.806. These figures indicate that the survey reliability is high.   
 
Table 1: Factor scales reliability values 
Factors Number Cronbach Alpha 
Self-confidence 6 .860 
Need for success 7 .730 
Risk-taking 6 .751 
Tolerance to uncertainty 6 .807 
Focus of control 6 .848 
Innovation 5 .718 
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Family and community support 4 .769 
Incentive of being independent and respected 6 .743 
Education and Experience 2 .759 
The desire to serve the country 2 .806 
 
5.2. Information About Some Demographic Features of the Participants 
The last 7 questions of survey were included to determine some demographic features of the participants. In order 
to determine those features, frequency analyses were conducted and important results were achieved.  
 
Table 2: Gender Distribution                   
VARIABLES  NUMBER(N) PERCENT (%) 
 Man 128 85.3 
 Woman 22 14.7 
 TOTAL 150 100.0 
 
According to demographic data of the research, 85.3% of those who answered the survey are men and 14.7% of 
them are women. While 72.7% of those who participated in the survey were married, 27.3% of them were single, 44% 
were 31-40 years, 30% were 41-50 years, 46% of them have associate degree and above and 38% of them have high 
school degrees and 28% of them are in food sector. Based on the survey results, approximately 42% of the participants 
have fully liberal, 35% have democratic and 23% have oppressive-authoritarian family structures.  
 
5.3. Analyzing Effects of Demographic Features on the Entrepreneurs’ Features and Reasons to Establish 
Enterprises   
 5.3.1. Analyzing Total Factors According to Gender 
 
Table.3:Arithmetic Mean of the Answers Based on Total Points Related to Gender and Kruskal-Wallis Test 
Factors Gender N Arithmetic Mean Chi-Square Sig. (P) 
Self-confidence Man 128 78.68   
 Woman 22 57.02 -2.200 .028 
 TOTAL 150    
Need for success Man 128 77.75   
 Woman 22 62.43 -1.537 .124 
 TOTAL 150    
Risk-taking Man 128 75.09   
 Woman 22 77.89 -.281 .779 
 TOTAL 150    
Tolerance to uncertainty Man 128 76.41   
 Woman 22 70.18 -.628 .530 
 TOTAL 150    
Focus of control Man 128 72.47   
 Woman 22 93.14 -2.095 .036 
 TOTAL 150    
Innovation Man 128 75.68   
 Woman 22 74.48 -.123 .902 
 TOTAL 150    
Family and community support Man 128 75.20   
 Woman 22 77.25 -.207 .836 
 TOTAL 150    
Incentive of being independent and respected Man 128 75.71   
 Woman 22 74.30 -.144 .886 
 TOTAL 150    
Education and Experience Man 128 78.30   
 Woman 22 59.20 -1.948 .051 
 TOTAL 150    
The desire to serve the country Man 128 74.19   
 Woman 22 83.11 -1.022 .307 
 TOTAL 150    
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Since self-confidence scale is p=0.028<0.05, focus of control is p=0.036<0.05 and education and experience is 
p=0.051<0.05 there are no significant difference between gender and those scales and no differences were observed 
with other scales. Self-confidence is more common among male entrepreneurs than females. At the same time, it is 
observed that education and experience is lower among female entrepreneurs than males. In this case, it is possible to 
say that acquiring education and experience increases in parallel with self-confidence. However, just education and 
experience factors alone do not increase self-confidence. It is possible to say that female entrepreneurs have more 
focus of control than male entrepreneurs.  
 
5.3.2. Analyzing Total Factors According to Marital Status of the Entrepreneurs 
 
Table.4: Means of the Answers Based on Total Points Related to Marital Status of the Entrepreneurs and Statistics of the Differences  
Factors Marital Status N Mean 
 
Z 
 
Sig. (P) 
Self-confidence Married 109 80.95   
 Single 41 61.00 -2.554 .011 
 TOTAL 150    
Need for success Married 109 80.97   
 Single 41 60.96 -2.529 .011 
 TOTAL 150    
Risk-taking Married 109 77.76   
 Single 41 69.50 -1.046 .296 
 TOTAL 150    
Tolerance to uncertainty Married 109 79.90   
 Single 41 63.79 -2.045 .041 
 TOTAL 150    
Focus of control Married 109 74.30   
 Single 41 78.70 -.561 .575 
 TOTAL 150    
Innovation Married 109 73.76   
 Single 41 80.12 -.820 .412 
 TOTAL 150    
Family and community support Married 109 72.58   
 Single 41 83.27 -1.359 .174 
 TOTAL 150    
Incentive of being independent and respected Married 109 73.64   
 Single 41 80.44 -.871 .384 
 TOTAL 150    
Education and Experience Married 109 77.18   
 Single 41 71.04 -.789 .430 
 TOTAL 150    
The desire to serve the country Married 109 77.49   
 Single 41 70.22 -1.049 .294 
 TOTAL 150    
 
 Based on the data, since self-confidence is p=0.011, need for success is p=0.011 and tolerance to uncertainty is 
p=0.041<0.05 there are no significant difference between them and the marital status. For other scales, p>0.05 
therefore there are no differences between them and marital status. There are some differences at personal features but 
reasons for being entrepreneurs are not significant. Compared to single entrepreneurs, married entrepreneurs have 
more self-confidence, need for success and tolerance to uncertainty.     
 
5.3.3. Analyzing Total Factors According to Family Structures of the Entrepreneurs 
 
Table.5: Means of the Answers Based on Total Points Related to Family Structures of the Entrepreneurs  
 Family structure N Mean Chi-Square Sig. (P) 
Self-confidence Oppressive-authoritarian  35 66.66   
Democratic 52 74.87 2.162 .339 
Fully liberal 62 79.82   
TOTAL 149    
Need for success Oppressive-authoritarian 35 78.11   
Democratic 52 68.13 2.057 .358 
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Fully liberal 62 79.00   
TOTAL 149    
Risk-taking Oppressive-authoritarian 35 74.54   
Democratic 52 68.57 2.259 .323 
Fully liberal 62 80.65   
TOTAL 149    
Tolerance to uncertainty Oppressive-authoritarian 35 80.33   
Democratic 52 70.75 1.069 586 
Fully liberal 62 75.56   
TOTAL 149    
Focus of control Oppressive-authoritarian 35 65.79   
Democratic 52 78.13 2.157 .340 
Fully liberal 62 77.57   
TOTAL 149    
Innovation Oppressive-authoritarian 35 81.40   
Democratic 52 74.24 1.136 .567 
Fully liberal 62 72.02   
TOTAL 149    
Family and community support Oppressive-authoritarian 35 77.94   
Democratic 52 82.46 3.898 .142 
Fully liberal 62 67.08   
TOTAL 149    
Incentive of being independent and respected Oppressive-authoritarian 35 74.19   
Democratic 52 76.11 .056 .972 
Fully liberal 62 74.53   
TOTAL 149    
Education and Experience Oppressive-authoritarian 35 63.71   
Democratic 52 66.47 11.007 .004 
Fully liberal 62 88.52   
TOTAL 149    
The desire to serve the country Oppressive-authoritarian 35 72.89   
Democratic 52 81.90 2.812 2.812 
Fully liberal 62 70.40   
TOTAL 149    
 
 
5.3.4. Analyzing Total Factors According to Education Levels of the Entrepreneurs  
 
Table.6:  Means of the Answers Based on Total Points Related to Education Levels of the Entrepreneurs and Statistics of the Differences 
Factors Education level N Mean Chi-Square Sig. (P) 
Self-confidence Primary school 23 68.43   
High school 58 76.55   
Associate degree 26 71.71 2.699 .609 
Undergraduate 42 79.00   
Graduate 1 128.50   
TOTAL 150    
Need for success Primary school 23 90.96   
High school 58 76.46 5.435 .246 
Associate degree 26 64.04   
Undergraduate 42 72.18   
Graduate 1 102.00   
TOTAL 150    
Risk-taking Primary school 23 71.35   
High school 58 79.50   
Associate degree 26 66.79 3.430 .489 
Undergraduate 42 78.86   
Graduate 1 24.50   
TOTAL 150    
Tolerance to uncertainty Primary school 23 83.57   
High school 58 75.97   
Associate degree 26 61.79 6.902 .141 
Undergraduate 42 80.64   
Graduate 1 3.00   
TOTAL 150    
Focus of control Primary school 23 69.22   
High school 58 71.10   
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Associate degree 26 84.10 4.892 .299 
Undergraduate 42 81.13   
Graduate 1 15.00   
TOTAL 150    
Innovation Primary school 23 80.50   
High school 58 75.36   
Associate degree 26 73.06 2.191 .701 
Undergraduate 42 73.17   
Graduate 1 130.00   
TOTAL 150    
Family and community support Primary school 23 71.72   
High school 58 79.08   
Associate degree 26 82.67 5.018 .285 
Undergraduate 42 69.96   
Graduate 1 1.00   
TOTAL 150    
Incentive of being independent and respected Primary school 23 74.00   
High school 58 77.59   
Associate degree 26 67.60   
Undergraduate 42 80.00 4.270 .371 
Graduate 1 5.00   
TOTAL 150    
Education and Experience Primary school 23 61.39   
High school 58 77.86   
Associate degree 26 77.69   
Undergraduate 42 78.98 3.202 .525 
Graduate 1 60.00   
TOTAL 150    
The desire to serve the country Primary school 23 82.93   
High school 58 73.86   
Associate degree 26 75.98 4.834 .305 
Undergraduate 42 75.15   
Graduate 1 1.50   
TOTAL 150    
 
As it can be seen in the table above, since all scales are p>0.05 there is no significant difference with education 
level. 
 
5.3.5. Analyzing Total Factors According to the Method of Obtaining Capital 
 
Table.7: Means of the Answers Based on Total Points Related to the Method of Obtaining Capital and Statistics of the Differences 
Factors Method of obtaining capital N Mean Chi-Square Sig. (P) 
Self-confidence Got credit from the state 6 59.58   
Sold some inheritance from family for capital 34 69.65   
Inherited the enterprise from family 28 74.68 3.073 .689 
Got a bank loan 18 71.42   
Formed partnership with people who have money  39 83.01   
Bought it with money I earned 25 79.42   
TOTAL 150    
Need for success Got credit from the state 6 75.58   
Sold some inheritance from family for capital 34 74.15 
Inherited the enterprise from family 28 71.04 2.766 .736 
Got a bank loan 18 68.25   
Formed partnership with people who have money  39 75.54   
Bought it with money I earned 25 87.48   
TOTAL 150    
Risk-taking Got credit from the state 6 97.17   
Sold some inheritance from family for capital 34 77.85   
Inherited the enterprise from family 28 61.89 5.301 .380 
Got a bank loan 18 79.50   
Formed partnership with people who have money 39 80.54   
Bought it with money I earned 25 71.60   
TOTAL 150    
Tolerance to Got credit from the state 6 89.83   
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uncertainty Sold some inheritance from family for capital 34 78.46   
Inherited the enterprise from family 28 70.18 5.849 .321 
Got a bank loan 18 57.97   
Formed partnership with people who have money 39 84.04   
Bought it with money I earned 25 73.30   
TOTAL 150    
Focus of control Got credit from the state 6 100.83   
Sold some inheritance from family for capital 34 69.57   
Inherited the enterprise from family 28 64.88 6.930 226 
Got a bank loan 18 78.75   
Formed partnership with people who have money 39 85.46   
Bought it with money I earned 25 71.50   
TOTAL 150    
Innovation Got credit from the state 6 62.92   
Sold some inheritance from family for capital 34 82.46   
Inherited the enterprise from family 28 75.52 2.442 .785 
Got a bank loan 18 68.42   
Formed partnership with people who have money 39 72.03   
Bought it with money I earned 25 79.56   
TOTAL 150    
Family and 
community 
support 
Got credit from the state 6 69.83   
Sold some inheritance from family for capital 34 75.53   
Inherited the enterprise from family 28 111.29 26.835 .000 
Got a bank loan 18 61.58   
Formed partnership with people who have money 39 68.58   
Bought it with money I earned 25 57.56   
TOTAL 150    
Incentive of being 
independent and 
respected 
Got credit from the state 6 75.92   
Sold some inheritance from family for capital 34 75.71   
Inherited the enterprise from family 28 86.41 6.432 266 
Got a bank loan 18 55.58   
Formed partnership with people who have money 39 79.60   
Bought it with money I earned 25 70.84   
TOTAL 150    
Education and 
Experience 
Got credit from the state 6 58.08   
Sold some inheritance from family for capital 34 54.43   
Inherited the enterprise from family 28 91.46 15.441 .009 
Got a bank loan 18 81.92  . 
Formed partnership with people who have money 39 84.03   
Bought it with money I earned 25 72.54   
TOTAL 150    
The desire to serve 
the country 
Got credit from the state 6 107.75   
Sold some inheritance from family for capital 34 77.06   
Inherited the enterprise from family 28 83.84   
Got a bank loan 18 69.28 8.539 .129 
Formed partnership with people who have money 39 73.12   
Bought it with money I earned 25 64.50   
TOTAL 150    
 
Since family and community support is p=0.000<0.05 and education and experience is p=0.009<0.05 there is 
significant difference between these two scales and the method of obtaining capital. As it can be seen, the 
entrepreneurs who inherit the enterprise from family have more family and community support than those who get 
indebted or work for capital. In addition, entrepreneurs who inherit the enterprise from family have significant 
difference at this factor.  
 
5.4. Correlation Analysis 
 
At Table 8 correlation between entrepreneurs’ features and factors which effect decisions of entrepreneurs to start 
enterprises and correlation among those factors are presented. There is a positive correlation between self-confidence, 
a feature of entrepreneurs, and education and experience, a factor which effects decision of starting an enterprise. 
There is a low correlation between the two variables (r =0.165, p=0.044, p2=0.03). While a positive correlation was 
detected between need for success and education-experience (r=0.372, p=000, p2=0.14) and incentive of being 
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independent and respected (r=0.263, p=0.001, p2=0.07), a negative correlation was detected with family and 
community support (r=-0.245, p=003, p2=0.06). 
    
 Table.8: Correlation Analysis 
6. Conclusion and Recommendations 
Personal features, family, community, economic and political factors play important role at formation of 
entrepreneurship culture. According to the data, 85% of those who participated in the survey are men and percentage 
of women entrepreneurs at SMEs is low. Most of the entrepreneurs are 35 and older. Features like innovation, desire 
to learn, need for success, desire to be independent are entrepreneur features which should be seen at young people, 
but social and economic factors are creating important barriers. For sure, young entrepreneurs should be encouraged. 
Approximately 46% of the entrepreneurs have associate degrees and above and 38% of them have high school 
degrees. The research indicates that the level of education does not have significant effect at formation of 
entrepreneurship culture and decisions of establishing enterprises.      
 
For entrepreneurs, at formation of entrepreneurship culture, family plays an important role. Based on the research, 
it is observed that approximately 42% of the entrepreneurs have grown in fully liberal families, while 35% of them 
have grown in democratic and 23% of them have grown in oppressive-authoritarian families. It can be said that, in 
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Konya most of the SMEs entrepreneurs have grown at quite liberal and democratic families, therefore people growing 
at those kinds of families have high tendency of entrepreneurship. 
 
SMEs entrepreneurs in Konya, according to the research, have obtained the capital for their enterprises from 
various sources. 26% of the entrepreneurs have formed partnerships with people who have money, 22% of them have 
sold some family inheritance for capital. 18% of those entrepreneurs inherited the enterprise from family and the rest 
of the entrepreneurs obtained capital by getting loans from the state or banks. Although family enterprises are common 
in Konya, this ratio found to be not very high at the research and this is good news for entrepreneurship culture.  
 
In sum, it can be said that, Konya has a cultural structure which supports entrepreneurship culture. This research 
can be redesigned in a way to include more entrepreneurs and by doing so more general results can be obtained.  
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